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INTRODUCTION
TO THE INTERIM REPORT

Fr m Iraq's invasion of Kuwait on August 2. 1990. to the Coalition military victory over Iraq
seve months later, the attention of the world focused on the Persian Gulf crisis. The armed forces
of th United States, along with the forces of the Coalition of nations that opposed Iraq's wrongful
aggr ssion, played a decisive role in the liberation of Kuwait and the defeat of Iraq. A proper
unde standing of the conduct of these military operations - the achievements and the shortcomings
- i, an important and continuing task of the Department of Defense as we look to the future.

Pu uant to Title V of Public Law 102-25, the Department of Defense has prepared this Interim
Report on the Conduct of the Persian Gulf Conflict. This report reflects many of the preliminary
impressions formed by the Department since the cessation of hostilities. However. much of the
technical information needed for sound analysis is still being collected. The final report of the
Commander-in-Chief of Central Command has not yet been completed. Nonetheless. it is possible
to describe some of the key events that occurred in this conflict and to identify preliminarily some
lessons to be learned. The Department of Defense will continue to study the lessons of the war and
will submit a final Report in accordance with Title V in January 1992.

Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait on August 2, 1990, sparked the first major international
conflict of the post-Cold War era. Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm presented the most
important test of American arms in 25 years. The victory was impressive and important: it will affect
the American military and American security interests in the Middle East and beyond for years to
come.

Our Coalition victory was impressive militarily. Iraq possessed the fourth largest army in the
world, an army hardened in long years of combat against Iran, a war in which Iraq killed hundreds
of thousands of Iranian soldiers in exactly the type of defensive combat it planned to fight in Kuwait.
Saddam's forces possessed superb artillery, front line T-72 tanks, modern MiG-29 aircraft, ballistic
missiles, biological and chemical weapons and a vast and sophisticated air defense system. Saddam's
combat engineers, rated among the best in the world, had months to construct their defenses.
Nonetheless, the Coalition routed this force in six weeks with miraculously low casualties among
Coalition forces.

The Coalition dominated every area of warfare. The seas belonged to the Coalition from the start.
Naval units were first on the scene and contributed much of our military presence in the early days
of the defense of Saudi Arabia. The United Nations approved economic sanctions against Iraq to
reduce that country's access to the wherewithal to make war. Coalition naval units enforced those
sanctions by inspecting ships and, when necessary, diverting them away from Iraq and Jordan. This
maritime interdiction effort formed a core around which the Coalition coalesced in its earliest hours,
signaled its resolve, and helped to deprive Iraq of outside resupply and revenues. The Coalition
controlled the skies from virtually the beginning of the air war, freeing our ground and naval units
from air attack. Coalition planes destroyed 41 Iraqi aircraft or helicopters in air-to-air combat without
the loss of a single fighter. Air interdiction crippled Iraqi command and control and known
unconventional weapons production, severely degraded the combat effectiveness of Iraqi forces and
paved the way for the final land assault that swept Iraqi forces from the field in only 100 hours. The
successful daily execution of thousands of multinational air sorties and a complex multinational
ground assault reflected extraordinary international cooperation and technical skill.

American arms played a leading role. American forces led one of the most impressive deployments
of force in history. It was widely recognized that no other nation could marshal so much strategic
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lift. American F-117 Stealth jets and cruise missiles repeatedly struck Iraqi command and control
facilities in Baghdad. Despite sophisticated Iraqi air defenses, not a single F- 117 was lost. Iraq lost
3.800 tanks to Coalition fire; the US lost fewer than two dozen. The American armored forces that
cook part in the envelopment of Iraq's elite, specially trained and equipped Republican Guards
traveled 230 miles in 100 hours, one of the fastest movements of armored forces in the history of
combat.

The military victory reflected strategic insight. Coalition strategy made Saddam Hussein fight our
type of war. We matched Coalition strengths against Iraqi weaknesses. We sapped the will and
strength of his army and then we broke the formations themselves. We defeated his strategy as well
as his forces. We frustrated his efforts to inflict large casualties on Coalition forces or on Saudi and
Israeli civilians, as well as his attempts to draw Israel into the war.

The war marked the dawn of a new technological era. Precision guided munitions proved
immensely effective. Cruise missiles, antiballistic missile defenses, advanced reconnaissan= sys-
tems and Stealth aircraft were all used successfully for the first time in major combat. Our fores
fought at night on a scale and with an effectiveness unprecedented in the history of warfare. In their
first tests in major combat, F/A-18s and Light Armored Vehicles proved their versatility. High
technology systems, such as the Apache helicopters and MIA1 tanks proved immensely valuable
and consistent performers in their first real combat test. American technology saved Coalition lives
and contributed greatly to victory.

The Coalition military campaign will be remembered for its effort, within the bounds of war, to
be humane. Coalition airstrikes were designed to be as precise as possible. Coalition pilots took
additional risks and planners spared legitimate military targets to minimize civilian casualties. Tens
of thousands of Iraqi prisoners of war were cared for and treated with dignity and compassion. The
world will not soon forget pictures of Iraqi soldiers kissing their captors' hands.

Lastly, this victory was neither easy nor certain, although in hindsight it may have come to seem
both. Events would have been very different if Saudi Arabia had not welcomed Coalition forces, or
if Hussein had carried his attack into Saudi Arabia in the last weeks of summer, when Coalition foraes
were still only beginning to build. We will not know how different things might have been if the air
attack had been less brilliantly orchestrated, Coalition relations less aptly handled, or if Israel had
retaliated against Iraq's Scud launchers in western Iraq. Had the Coalition attacked sooner or with
many fewer forces, our casualties might have been higher and the war might have lasted longer.

This war saw bitter fighting. It saw long hours in desert heat, or rainstorms and intense moments
under enemy fire. It was not easy for any American personnel, including the quarter of a million
reservists whose civilian lives were disrupted, or for the families separated from their loved ones. It
was especially hard for American prisoners of war, our wounded, and, above all, the Americans who
gave their lives for their country and the families and friends who mourn them.

But this victory was important. It was important for what it signifies for the post-Cold War world.
America demonstrated that it would act to redress a great wrong and to protect its national interests.
America showed it would stand up to a formidable army and to the threat of great casualties. America
withstood the psychological pressures created by Iraq's seizure of hostages and threats of chemical
or biological warfare. America played a leadership role that only America has the ability to exercise
in the post-Cold War world.

The world responded to this crisis and to American leadership. The Iraqi invasion violated one of
the fundamental tenets underlying the Charter of the United Nations, and the United Nations played
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a dramatic and historic role in resisting that aggression. The cooperation of all of the permanent
members of the UN Security Council was essential, and was forthcoming. Many nations participated
in enforcement of the economic sanctions against Iraq. Thirty-six nations, including some former
members of the Warsaw Pact, provided forces to the maritime interdiction effort or for the final
conflict itself. Others provided equipment or economic assistance to the front line states or to
Coalition countries. Foreign participation in US costs alone included promised transfers to the US
of over $50 billion, a stum far larger than the defense budget of any country in the world except the
Soviet Union and the United States. This amount covered the vast preponderance of the total
incremental costs the US incurred in the war. These contributions were important both financially
and for what they signified about international cohesion and determination.

Had the international community not responded to Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait, the
world would be a much more dangerous place today, much less friendly to American interests, much
more threatening to the peoples of the Middle East and beyond. With the seizure of Kuwait, Saddam
Hussein threatened to control or dominate a key region and much of the world's known oil resources.
His nuclear weapons program and chemical and biological weapons production continued, and it
was clear he would use Kuwait's wealth to accelerate the acquisition of weapons of mass destruction.
Saddam Hussein's ballistic missile inventory also threatened to expand in size and quality. His army
dwarfed those of the Arabian Peninsula. He had built and hardened his facilities and infrastructure
for war on a massive scale. His brutality toward Kuwait and his rhetoric toward the rest of the region
showed an immense and restive ambition. He had set a dangerous example of naked aggression that,
unanswered, might have led to more aggression.

Within Iraq, the brutality of the Iraqi regime, which long preceded this war, has unfortunately
survived it. The Coalition had no mandate to end Saddam Hussein's tyranny over Iraq, but it did have
a mandate to prevent him tyrannizing other parts of the Middle East. The world will be a better place
when Saddam Hussein no longer misrules Iraq either.

Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm were also important for what they gave to America.
The war reaffirmed America's faith in its armed forces. And in some small measure, Desert Storm
also helped to reaffirm America's faith in itself, in American products, in American performance, in
American purpose and dedication.

Finally, the war was important for what it tells us about our armed forces, and America's future
defense needs. On August 2,1990, the very day Saddam Hussein invaded Iraq, President Bush was
in Aspen, Colorado, presenting for the first time America's new defense strategy for the nineties and
beyond, a strategy that takes into account the vast changes in Eastern E&rope and the Soviet Union
and envisions significant reductions in our forces and budgets. A distinguishing feature of this new
strategy - which was developed before the Kuwait crisis even began - is that it focuses more on
regional threats, like the Gulf conflict, and less on global conventional confrontation.

The new strategy and the Gulf war continue to be linked, as we draw on the lessons of the war to
inform our decisions for the future. As we reshape America's defenses, we need to look at Operations
Desert Shield and Desert Storm for indications of what military capabilities we may need not just in
the next few years, but 10, 20 or 30 years hence. We need to consider why we were successful, what
worked and what did not, and what is important to protect and preserve in our military capability.

As we do so, we must remember that this war, like every other, was unique. We benefitted greatly
from certain of its features - such as the long interval to deploy and prepare our forces - that we
cannot count on in the future. We benefitted from our enemy's near-total international isolation and
from our own strong coalition. We received ample support from the nations that hosted our forme
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and relied on a well-developed coastal infrastructure that may not be available the next time. And
we fought in a unique desert environment, challenging in many ways, but presenting advantages too.
Enemy forces were fielded largely in terrain ideally suited to armor and air power and largely free
of noncombatant civilians.

We should also remember that much of our military capability was not tested in Operations Desert
Shield and Desert Storm. There was no submarine threat. Ships did not face significant anti-surface
action. We had little fear that our forces sent from Europe or the US would be attacked on their way
to the region. There was no effective attack by aircraft on our troops or our port and support facilities.
Chemical warfare and biological warfare, though threatened, were never employed. American
amphibious capabilities, though highly effective for deterrence and deception, were not tested on a
large scale under fire. Our Army did not have to fight for long. Saddam Hussein's missiles were
inaccurate. As such, much of what was tested needs to be viewed in the context of the unique
environment and conflict we are addressing.

Even more important to remember is that potential adversaries will study the lessons of this war
no less diligently than will we. Future adversaries will seek to avoid Saddam Hussein's mistakes.
Some potential aggressors may be deterred by the punishment Iraq's forces suffered. But others might
wonder if the outcome would have been different if Iraq had acquired nuclear weapons first, or struck
sooner at Saudi Arabia, or possessed a larger arsenal of more sophisticated ballistic missiles,
including some with nuclear, chemical or biological warheads.

During the war, we learned a lot of specific lessons about systems that work and some that need
work, about command relations, and about areas of warfare where we need improvement. We found
we did not have enough Heavy Equipment Transports or off-road mobility for logistics support
vehicles. Helicopters and other equipment were maintained only with extra care in the harsh desert
environment. We were not nearly good enough at clearing land and sea mines, especially shallow
water mines. This might have imposed significant additional costs had large scale amphibious

.operations been required. We moved quickly to get Global Positioning System receivers more widely
in the field and improvised to improve identification devices for our ground combat vehicles, but
more extensive navigation and identification capabilities are needed. The morale and intentions of
Iraqi forces and leaders were obscure to us. Field commanders wanted more tactical reconnaissance
and imagery. We had difficulty with battle damage assessment and with communications inter-
operability. Tactical ballistic missile defense worked, but imperfectly. Mobile missile hunting was
difficult and costly; we will need to do better. We were ill-prepared at the start for defense against
biological weapons, even though Saddam possessed them. And tragically, despite our best efforts,
there were here, as in any war, civilian casualties and losses to fire from friendly forces. These and
many other specific accomplishments, shortcomings and lessons are discussed in greater depth in
the body of the report.

Among the many lessons we must study from this war, five general lessons stand out:

"* Decisive Presidential leadership set clear goals, gave others confidence in America's sense
of purpose, and rallied the domestic and international support necessary to reach those goals;

"* A revolutionary new generation of high-technology weapons, combined with innovative and
effective doctrine, gave our forces the edge;

"* The high quality of our military, from its skilled commanders to the highly ready, well-
trained, brave and disciplined men and women of the US Armed Forces made an extraor-
dinary victory possible;
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"* In a highly uncertain world, sound planning, forces in forward areas, and strategic air and
sea lift are critical for developing the confidence. capabilities, international cooperation.
and reach needed in times of trouble: and

" It takes a long time to build the high-quality forces and systems that gave us success.

President Bush's early conviction built the domestic and international consensus that underlay the
Coalition and its eventual victory. The President accepted the enormous personal burdens of
committing our prestige and our forces, and then he helped the nation and world withstand the
pressures of confrontation and war. Many counseled inaction. Many predicted military catasouphe
or tens of thousands of casualties in a desert war far from our shores. Our enemy seemed implacable.
He had just inflicted more than half a million casualties in an eight-year war: he cared little for his
own losses. Some counseled that even if we won, the Arab world would unite against us. But having
made his decisions, the President never once hesitated or wavered.

This crisis proved the wisdom of our Founding Fathers. who gave the office of the Presidency the
authority needed to act decisively. When the time came, Congress gave the President the support he
needed to carry his policies through, but those policies could never have been put in place without
his personal strength and the institutional strength of his office.

Two critical moments of Presidential leadership bear particular mention. In the first few days
following the invasion, the President determined that Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait would
not stand. At the time we could not be sure that King Fahd of Saudi Arabia would invite our assistance
to resist Iraq's aggression. Without Saudi cooperation, our task would have been much more difficult
and costly. The Saudi decision to do so rested not only on their assessment of the gravity of the
situation, but on their confidence in the President. Without that confidence, the course of blory
might have been different. A second critical moment came last November, when the President decided
to double our forces in the Gulf. The President gave the military clear objectives, the tools to do the
job, and the support to carry out their assigned task. Those decisions saved American lives.

Whi!e President Bush's leadership was the central element in the Coalition, the succes of
Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm reflect as well the strength and wisdom of leaders fromn
many countries. King Fahd and the other leaden of the Gulf states - Bahrain, Qatar, the UAE, and
Oman - chose to defy Saddam Hussein when there was only our word to protect them. Preident
Mubarak of Egypt helped to rally the forces of the Arab League. President Ozal of Turkey chos to
cut off an oil pipeline from Iraq and permit Coalition forces to strike Iraq from Turkey, although this
would hurt Turkey economically and expose it to potential Iraqi military action. Iraq attacked with
its Scud missiles, but Israel refused to be provoked into retaliating. Prime Ministers Thatcher and
Major and President Mitterand devoted their efforts and their forces to the Coalition. Germany and
other European nations opened their ports and airfields and yielded priorities on their railroads to
speed our deployment. Countries from other distant regions, including Africa, East Asia, South Asia,
the Pacific, South America, and, a sign of new times, Eastern Europe chose to make this their fight.
Their commitment made possible the military Coalition and provided essential elements to the
ultimate victory.

A second general lesson of the war is that high technology systems dramatically increased the
effectiveness of our forces. This war was the first to exploit the new technological possibilities of
what has been called the "military-technological revolution." This technological revolution encom-
passes several broad areas: Stand-off precision weaponry and the sensors and reconnaissance
capabilities to make their targeting effective; stealth for surprise and survivability; and the develop-
ment of missile defenses in response to the expanding proliferation of tactical ballistic missiles and
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wespons of mass destruction. In large part this revolution tracks the development of new technologies
such as the microprocessing of information that has become familiar in our daily lives, sophisticated
sensors, and new materials and designs that substantially reduce radar signatures. The exploitation
of these new technologies will change warfare as significantly as did the advent of tanks, airplanes
and aircraft carriers.

The war tested an entire generation of new weapons at the forefront of this revolution. It
represented the coming of age of precision-guided munitions, which made possible a bombing
campaign that could achieve strategic results in days rather than months or years, and the use of
stealth technology and cruise missiles to achieve strategic surprise and to reduce aircraft lames
dramatically. The war also saw the first combat use of the Patriot (or, indeed, of any weapon) in an
anti-ballistic missile defense role. Battlefield combat systems, like the MiAl tank, AV-8 jet, and the
Apache helicopter, and critical subsystems, like advanced fire control, global positioning (GPS)M and
thermal and night vision devices, gave us maneuverability and reach our opponents could not match.

The war showed that we must work to maintain the tremendous ad,. antages that accrue from being
a generation ahead in weapons technology. A continued and substantial research and development
effort, along with renewed eforts to prevent or at least constrain the spread of advanced tecmologis,
will be required to maintain this advantage against what potential adversaries will be able to obtain
from the world arms market. In today's budget debate, we need the high technology advantages
offered to our future forces by the B-2 stealth bomber, the F-22 Stealth fighter, and the anti-ballistic
missile defense prWr known as Global Protection Against Limited Strikes (GPALS).

The Persian Gulf War was not the first in which ballistic missiles were used, and there is no rawon
to think that it will be the last. Indeed, ballistic missiles were the only weapon system with which
Saddam Humin was able to take significant offensive action against US forces and allies, and the
only one to offer him an opportunity (via the attacks on Israel) to achieve a strategic objective. We
must expect that even more countries will acquire ballistic missiles and will be prepared to uae them
in future conflicts. Therefore, our planning calls for a more robust defense against ballistic misile
attack. We cannot allow tomorrow's forces to be defenseless against the more advanced ballistic
missiles that one day soon will be found in a number of third world arsenals, perhaps armed with
unconventional warheads. Patriot missiles cannot handle these advanced threats.

The third genend lesson is the importance of high quality forces, both troops and commandems.
Warriors win wars, and smart weapons require smart people to operate them. The best technology
in the world cannot win battles. We need highly trained, highly motivated people for our armed forces.
The highly trained, highly motivated all-volunteer force we fielded in Operations Desert Shield and
Desert Storm is the highest quality fighting force the world has ever known.

Every aspect of the war - the complexity of the weapons systems used, the speed and intensity
of the operations, the harsh physical environment in which it was fought, the unfamiliar cultural
environment - tested the training, discipline and morale of the members of out Army, Navy, Air
Force, Marines, and Coast Guard. They passed with flying colors. Over 98 percent of our all volunteer
force are high school graduates. They are well trained. When the call came, they proved not just their
skills, but their bravery and dedication. To continue to attract such people we must continue to meet
their expectations for topnotch facilities, equipment and training and to provide the quality of life
they and their families deserve. In taking care of them, we protect the single most important strategic
asset of our armed forces.

The units that we deployed to the Gulf contrast meaningfully with the same units a decade ao.
Among our early deployments to Saudi Arabia following King Fahd's invitation were the F-15 air
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superiority fighters of the 1st Tactical Fighter Wing from Langley Air Force Base in Virginia. Within
53 hours of the order to move, 45 aircraft were on the ground in Saudi Arabia. Ten years ago, that
same wing failed its operational readiness exam; only 27 of 72 aircraft were flyable, the rest were
parked for lack of spare parts.

The 1st Infantry Division out of Fort Riley, Kansas, did a tremendous job in the Gulf. When we
called upon them to deploy last fall, they were ready to go. But 10 years ago, they only had two-thirds
of the equipment needed to equip the division, and half of that was not ready for combat.

The 3d Armored Division destroyed Iraqi Republican Guard formations in southern Iraq with very
low casualties on our side. Many of the soldiers in the division had been to the National Trainin
Center at Fort Irwin, California, where they practiced armored warfare operations. One sergeant,
who had been there six times, has said that the National Training Center was tougher than anything
they ran into in Iraq. That is the way training is supposed to work.

The war also highlighted the importance and capability of the reserves. The early Operation Desert
Shield deployments would not have been possible without volunteers from the Reserves and Natonal
Guard. The callup of additional reserves under the authority of Title 10 Sec 673b - the frut time
that authority has ever been used - was critical to the success of our operations. Reserves served in
combat, combat support and combat service support roles - and they served well. However, the use
of reserves was not without some problems. For example, we need to rethink the wisdom of inciedt
reserve brigades in our earliest-deploying divisions. Tested in combat, the Total Force concept
remains an important element of our national defense. Nonetheless, as we reduce our active forces
under the new strategy, we will need to reduce our reserve components as well.

Lastly, our success in the Gulf reflected outstanding military leadership, whether at the very top,
like Colin Powell, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, and Norman Schwarzkopf, Commander in Chief of
the forces in Central Command; or at the Component level, like Chuck Homer, who orchestrated the
Coalition's massive and brilliant air campaign, or Hank Mauz and Stan Arthur, who led the largst
deployment of naval power into combat since WW II; or Corps commanders like Freddie Franks of
VII Corps and Gary Luck of the 18th Airborne Corps, who led the tremendous flanking maneuver
that enveloped Iraq's Republican Guards, or Walt Boomer of I MEF who led his Marines to the
outskirts of Kuwait City, while continuing to divert Iraqi attention to a possible amphibious snack;
or division commanders like Barry McCaffrey, who led the 24th Mechanized Division on one of the
swiftest armored advances in the history of warfare, or Mike Myatt, who led the 1st Marine Division
in their swift breaching effort through the heavily fortified defenses Iraq had constructed on the
Kuwaiti border.

CINCCENT deftly managed relations with the various forces of the nations of the Coalition. This
was a particularly difficult task, given the number of countries represented, and the large cultural
differences among them. The problem was solved by an innovative command arrangement involving
parallel international commands, one, headed by CINCCENT, incorporating the forces from Western
countries, and another, under the Saudi commander, for the forces from Arab and Islamic Coalition
members. The Persian Gulf conflict also represented the first test in a major war of the provision of
the Goldwater-Nichols Act.

The nature of the combat at the dawn of this military technological revolution also impoed
enormous tasks on the military commanders as they sought to integrate the forces of the different
Services and of the different nations of the Coalition. For example, the air campaign was unprece-
dented in its complexity and speed. Managing the multitude of aircraft, weapons systems, and
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missions involved the daily preparation of a combined Air Tasking Order the size of a telephone
book. Simply to disseminate this Order to all elements of the force took creative efforts.

Finally, the air war, and the rapidity and depth of the ground war posed tremendous challenges in
terms of logistics and command, control and communications (C3). The demand for intelligence
support required not just collection and processing but difficult cross-service dissemination to the
proper level of command. Our experience emphasizes the importance of advance planning of the
overall "architecture" of the communications and intelligence (C11) system.

The fourth general lesson of the Persian Gulf conflict is the importance in a highly uncertain world
of sound planning, of having forces forward that build trust and experience in cooperative efforts,
and of sufficient strategic lift.

In early 1990, few expected that we would be at war within a year. Few in early 1989 expected
the dramatic developments that occurred in Eastern Europe in that year. Looking back over the past
century, enormous strategic changes often arose unexpectedly in the course of a few years or even
less. The Persian Gulf conflict reminds us that we cannot be sure when or where the next conflict
will arise.

Advance planning played an important role as the Persian Gulf conflict unfolded. It was important
in the days immediately following Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait to have a clear concept of
how we would defend Saudi Arabia and of the forces we would need. This was important not just
for our decisionmakers, but for King Fahd and other foreign leaders. who needed to judge our
seriousness of purpose, and for our quick action should there be a decision to deploy. Our response
in the crisis was greatly aided because we had planned for such a contingency.

In the fall of 1989 we shifted the focus of planning efforts in Southwest Asia to countering regional
threats to the Arabian peninsula. The primary such threat was [raq. As a result, CENTCOM
prepared a Concept Plan to this effect in the Spring of 1990. The Concept Plan contained both the
overall forces and strategy for a successful defense. This plan was in the final stages of review in
July 1990. In conjunction with the update of his plans, CINCCENT had arranged to conduct a major
exercise, INTERNAL LOOK 90, which began in July. This exercise included wargaming aspects of
the plan for the defense of Southwest Asia. When the decision was made to deploy forces in response
to King Fahd's invitation, this plan was selected as the best option. It gave CENTCOM a head
start.

Also critical to the success of our efforts were past US experience in the region, and Saudi Arabia's
airports and coastal infrastructure, which were well-developed to receive a major military deploy-
ment. Each of these, in turn, reflected a legacy of past defense planning. Without this legacy of past
cooperation and experience in the region, our forces would not have been as ready, and the Saudis
might never have had the confidence in us needed for them to confront Iraq.

A key element of our strategy was to frustrate Saddam Hussein's efforts to draw Israel into the
war and thereby change the political complexion of the conflict. We devoted much attention and
resources to this problem, but we could not have succeeded without a history of trust and cooperation
with the Israelis.

The success of Operations Desert Shield (including the maritime interdiction effort) and Desert
Storm requirtA the creation of an international coalition and multinational military cooperation, not
just with the nations of the Arabian peninsula, but with the United Kingdom, France, Egypt, Turkey
and a host of other nations. These efforts were greatly enhanced by past military cooperation in
NATO, in joint exercises, in US training of members of Allied forces, and in many other ways. The
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Persian Gulf conflict reminds us of how important it will be to build on such efforts in a world where
joint international efforts are important both militarily and politically.

Finally, we were fortunate to have more than five months in which to deploy an overwhelming
force, to collect specific kinds of detailed intelligence, and to put together the complex command
arrangements and communication systems that we needed. Our carrier presence in the region and
long reach airpower helped to deter Iraq in the earliest days of the crisis. The rapid insertion of tactical
air, airborne units and two Maritime Prepositioning Squadrons, along with their Marine Expedition-
arv Brigades, gave us early combat capability. However, the absence of more significant forward
based forces or large scale prepositioning of Army equipment exposed our forces to potential risk in
the initial phases of our military buildup. In future contingencies, we obviously cannot count on
having so much time. Operation Desert Shield taught us a great deal about preparedness and lift for
future contingencies.

A fifth general lesson that we must take from the Gulf conflict is how long it takes to build ahigh-quality military force. A general who is capable of commanding a division in combat is the work
of more than 20 years' training. To train a senior noncommissioned officer in the Marine Corps to
the high level of performance that we expect today takes 10 to 15 years.

The precision weapons that everyone watched on television were dropped by F-Ill bombers first
introduced into the force in 1967. The cruise missiles that people watched fly down the streets of
Baghdad were first developed in the mid-'70s. The F-117 stealth fighter bomber that flew so many
missions so successfully - not one of them was ever struck - was developed in the late '70s. About
half of the aircraft carriers we had in the Gulf were over 20 years old.

Development and production of major weapons systems today remains a long process. From the
time we make a decision to start a new aircraft system until the time it is first fielded in the force
averages roughly 13 years, and double that before most of the planes are fielded.

The work of creating military forces takes a very, very long time.

As the Department of Defense reduces the armed forces over the next five years, two special
challenges confront us, both of which were highlighted by Operation Desert Storm. The first is to
hold our technological edge out into the future. The second is to be ready for the next Desert Storm
- like contingency that comes along. Just as the high technology systems we used in the Gulf war
reflect conceptions and commitments of 15, 20, or 25 years ago, so the decisions we make today will
affect our forces 15, 20, or 25 years from now. We want our forces of the year 2015 to have the same
high quality and the same technological edge our forces had in the Persian Gulf.

Our ability to predict events 5, 10, or 15 years out is quite limited. But, whatever occurs, we will
need high-quality forces to deter aggression or, if necessary, to defend our interests. No matter bow
hard we wish for peace, there will come a time when a future President will have to send young
Americans into combat somewhere in the world.

To provide that high quality force of the future, we must be smart today. We must keep up our
investment in R&D, personnel and crucial systems. But we must also cut unneeded productiM
reduce our active and reserve forces, and close unneeded bases. F-16 aircraft and MIAl tanks are
superb systems, but we have enough of them. We can better use the money saved by investing in the
systems of the future. Reserve forces are valuable, but as we cut the active forces we must cut the
Reserves and National Guard units assigned the mission of supporting them. Our declining defense
budgets need to sustain the high level of training our remaining forces need. And as we cut forces,
we should cut base structure. Common sense dictates that smaller forces require fewer bases.
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If we choose wisely today, we can do well something America has always done badly before -
we can draw down our military force wisely. We did not do this well after WW 11, and we found
ourselves unprepared for the Korean war barely five years later. We did not draw down intelligently
after Vietnam, and we found ourselves with the hollow forces of the late '70s. We are determined to
avoid repeating these costly errors.

Our future national security and the lives of young Americans of the next decade or beyond depend
on our learning the proper lessons from the Persian Gulf conflict. It is a task the Department of
Defense takes seriously. Those Americans lost in the Persian Gulf Conflict and their families paid a
heavy price for freedom. If we make the wrong choices now, if we waste defense dollars on force
structure we cannot support, or on more weapons than we need, or on bases we cannot afford, then
the next time young Americans go into combat we may suffer casualties that could have been avoided.

America can be proud of its many roles in the Persian Gulf conflict. There were lessons to be
learned and problems to be sure. But overall there was an outstanding victory. We can be proud of
our conviction and international leadership. We can be proud of one of the most remarkable
deployments in history. We can be proud of our partnership in arms with many nations. We can be
proud of our technology and the wisdom of our leaders at all levels. But most of all we can be proud
of those dedicated young Americans - soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines - who showed their
skill, their commitment to what we stand for, and their bravery in the way they fought this war.
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